more speculative than implied in many discussions of key findings in TMS research. Thus, the 148 proposed mechanisms of paired-pulse TMS and the cortical silent period should be considered as 149 a very useful conceptual framework, but one that must nonetheless be applied with caution as 150 clearly noted by those who propose them (for review see Reis et al. 2008) .
151
Assessing spinal contributions to corticospinal excitability 152 There are a number of experimental approaches used to assess the spinal component of case, the task shifted from tracing a target using visual feedback to meet and maintain a precise 370 level of force at the onset of the protocol, to exerting a near maximal effort in an attempt to meet 371 the target force at the end of the protocol (a task that no longer requires precision surrounding muscles when contraction was withheld during "no-go" trials (Sohn et al. 2002) .
408
While these paired-pulse studies suggest that a cortical mechanism contributes to changes in 
443
One of the arguments for using a conventional TMS paradigm, such as delivering pulses 444 during isometric target-force contractions across a single joint, is that these protocols allow for 445 consistent and reproducible experimental conditions during the delivery of the stimuli. However,
446
when we perform natural motor tasks outside of the laboratory, there is considerable variability 447 in the way we perform a task, because of our interactions with a changing environment and shifts 448 in the strategies used to perform a task with fewer constraints. Accordingly, the variability that
449
we seek to minimize in the laboratory is an important component of natural motor tasks.
450
Designing experiments which systematically investigate this trial-to-trial variability in the 451 performance of natural motor tasks will provide valuable insight into corticospinal modulation 452 during movement.
453

Conclusion
454
Over the three decades since the first TMS article appeared in the Pubmed database, a great 
